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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

8.3 FEB 105:

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, SHEILAE. WIDNALL . /
Prepared by: Mr_James F. Boatright, SAF/MII, x53592 é;% ; g W

SUBJECT: Air Force 1995Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations

Attached please find my recommendationsfor installations to be closed or realigned under
the 1995 BRAC process. As required by Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment ACt of 1990, | certify that the information contained in the Air Force Detailed
Analysis and the supporting data are accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and

belief. 1 look forward to working closely with you as our recommendations proceed through the

BRAC process.
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The Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) was chartered by the Secretary of the Air Force
(SECAF) to advise and assist her in selecting bases to be recommended for closure or
realignment under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The BCEG
oversaw the process of collecting, verifying, and analyzing data for use by SECAF. In doing
0, it ensured that the Air Force Intermal Control Plan wes adhered to at all levels, and that
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Certification

SECAF's guidance was properly carried out.

Accordingly, each of the undersigned members certifies that all information contained in the
Air Force Detailed Analysis and al supporting data submitted herewith is accurate and

complete to the best of his knowledge and belief:

NAME:

M James F. Boatright
Co-Chairman

Maj Gen Jay D. Blume, Jr
Co-Chairman

Mr John W _Beach

Maj Gen Michael D. McGinty

Maj Gen CharlesR. Heflebower

Mr Fred W _Kuhn

Mr Ronald L. Orr

2/13/95 5:03 PM
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Dr Robert D. Wolff

Mr Thomas W - McCall, Jr

Mr Blaise J. Durante

Brig Gen Michael J. McCarthy

Brig Gen John A. Bradley

Brig Gen Paul A. Weaver, Jr

213095 5:03 PM
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Executive Summary

Twenty-six Air Force installations have been previously designated for closure or
partial closure and subsequent conversion to civilian use as a result of the recommendations of

the 1988 Defense Secretary™s Commission on Base Realignment and Closure and the 1991and
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions.

In accordance with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990
(Public Law 101-510), as amended, the Secretary of the Air Force has recommended bases for
closure or realignment. The Secretary of the Air Force formed the Base Closure Executive
Group Wiith the primary objectives of evaluating bases and ensuring that the Alr Force process
for selectingbases in the United Statesfor closure or realignment was conducted in
accordance with the law. The members of the Executive Group included six general officers
and seven comparable level (Senior ExecutiveService) civilians. A Base Closure Working
Group was also formed to support the Executive Group. The Working Group consisted of
senior technical experts from the Air Staff and Secretariat. The Secretary of the Air Force
approved a base closure Internal Control Plan to provide structureand guidance for al
participantsin the process.

Using the approved DoD selection criteria, the Executive Group reviewed and
considered all Air Force installationsin the United Statesand its territories which had at least
300direct-hire DoD civilian manpower positions authorized. The bases were categorized for
analysis primarily according to their predominantmission. Some 250 subelements were
identified under the eight DoD selection criteria.

Extensive data was gathered 1 facilitate the review and support the evaluation of each
base under each criterion. All data was evaluated and certified in accordance with the A
Force Internal Control Plan. As an additional control measure, the Air Force Audit Agency
was tasked to review the Air Force process and procedures for consistency with the law and
DoD policy and to ensure the data collection and validation processes were adequate.

An extensive capacity review was performedwhich supported an initial analysis of
programmed force structure and basing requirements. This maximum potential capacity was
used in conjunction with the approved DoD Force Structure Plan in determining base
structure requirements. Finally, the capacity analysis was used to identify cost effective
opportunitiesfor the beddown of activitiesand aircraft dislocated from recommended closure
and realignmentbases, taking into account a number of operational and environmental issues,
including the possible reconstitution of all remaining overseas force structure assets.

Bases deemed militarily/geographically unique or mission essential were excluded by
the SECAFfrom further review for closure or realignment. Categories and subcategories of
the bases which were determined to have insufficient excess capacity to permit a bese to close
were also excluded by the SECAF from further study. The excluded bases remained
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eligible as receivers. All remaining active component bases were examined individually on
the basis of the eight selection criteria, Reserve Componentbases were analyzed separately.

Results of analysis and recommendations were presented by the Executive Group to
the Secretary of the Air Force and the Air Force Chief of Staff. The Secretary of the Air
Force in consultation with the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and with the advice of the
Executive Group, selected the bases for recommendation to the Secretary of Defense. The
Air Force recommendations for 1995 are:

Base/Activity Closures

AFEWES, Tx BergstromARB, TX

Brooks AFB, TX Greater Pittsburgh IAPARS, PA
Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, CA North Highlands AGS, CA
OntarioIAP AGS, CA REDCAP, NY

Reese AFB, TX Rome Laboratory, NY

Roslyn AGS, NY
Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH

Realignments

AIr Logistics Centers EMTE, Eglin AFB, FL
Grand Forks AFB, ND Kirtland AFB, NM
Malmstrom AFB, MT Onizuka AS, CA
UTTR, Hill AFB, UT
Redirects
Griffiss AFB, NY (Fort Drum airfield support) Griffiss AFB, NY (485 EIG)
Homestead AFB, FL (301st Rescue Squadron) Homestead AFB (726th ACS)
Lowry AFB, CO (1001st SSS) MacDill AFB, FL (Airfield Ops)

Williams AFB ,AZ (Armstrong Lab)

The above closures and realignments lead to annual savings of $363 million. For
these savingsto be realized, the Air Force forecastsa DoD Base Closure Account funding
requirement of approximately $1047 million over six years. This Base Closure Account
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funding requirement dues not include projected environmental cleanup costs. Additional
funding is required for cleanup programs. The redirects are required due to force structure
and base structure changes, and 1 achieve nore cost effective opportunities.
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Chapter 1

Introduction/Background
Purpose

The purpose of this document is to forward to the Secretary of Defense the
recommendations of the Secretary of the Air Force.

Background

The demise of the Soviet Union, the victory of the United States and its coalition allies
over Iraqi aggression, and the success of integrating the leading democraciesinto a US-led
system of collective security have changed our fundamental strategic position and choices.
The new regional defense strategy setsa course that will ensure our ability to deal with
potential threats and shape the environmentin ways favorable to our national interests and
security.

The world has dramatically changed and aur national military strategy has concurrently
evolved to meet regional threats around the world. We must, however, continue to deter and
defend against strategic nuclear attacks and retain the potential to defeat a global threat,
should one emerge.

The capability to respond rapidly to regional crises and contingencies, such as Irag, the
Balkans, Somalia, and Haiti, is one of the key demands of our national strategy. Achieving
and maintaining preeminence in the air and in space are critical to our continued successasa
global leader. Our ability to project power has strategic value beyond Crisis response. Itisa
day-in and day-outcontributor to deterrence, regional stability, and collective seaurity.

Retention of an affordable base structure which supports aur national strategy must be
the preeminent goal of any base closure process. The recommendations in this report
represent the fourth installmentin shaping the Air Force’s basing structure consistent with the
changes in the national strategy. In previous BRAC rounds, the Air Force has recommended
the closure or realignment of 26 major installations. Of those, 18 have already been
accomplished, with another five scheduled to occur by the end of September 1995. The Air
Force has been active in assisting communities with the reuse and redevelopment of the
property associated with those installations. Almost a quarter of the acreage has been
transferred to local redevelopment authorities for commercial use and more tren 5500 people
are employed in newly-createdjobs.
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Global Missions

The AIr Force emerged framworld VVar 1 a fighting farce with a global capacity to
meet America’s national security needs. In the words of General of the Air Force Hap
Amold, the United States Air Force had a Global Mission. TadRy, the Air Force has Global
Missions, providing Global Reach-Global Power-Global Awareness to America’s Warfighting
Commanders. This combination will help ensure operational freedom on the ground, at-sea,
and in air and space. Air Combat Command blends firepower and theater airlift into one
command. Providingforcestailored for the theater air campaign is the foremost challenge for
AIr Force power projection. Initiatives like the Composite Wing, where different aircraft are
combined in one wing 1 train together in peacetime and prepare to fight the way they would
in war, provide a theater commander with responsive, effective firepower.

AIr Mobility Command combines much of aur mobility and refueling assets on the
same team and provides the sinew of global reach. Mobility forces preserve a tremendous
asset: the ability to operate from the CONUS and to move rapidly to any spot on the glabe,
whether building an air bridge for ground forces or speeding support for air forces already on
the scene. Fighter forces paired with precision weapons are a formidable combination that cur
mobility fleet candeploy worldwide. Integrating airlift and tankers enhances mobility, reach,
and combat power across the breadth of America’sarmed forces. The uniquely American
capabilitiesto airlift anything, anywhere, and to extend the range of aur firepower are the
foundation of global reach and power. Ax Mobility Command provides the countries“Global
Reach” through the core elements of airlift wings and air refueling wings. The rapid
deployment and employment of decisive combat power is the key to victory in wartime, and
timely response to a whole range of Military Operations Other Than War is the standard
duringpeacetime. Integrating airlifter and tanker aircraft into a single Air Mobility Wag
enhances mission readiness, planning, and coordinationin a rapidly changing global
environmentincluding: humanitarian and disaster relief efforts, peace makingand peace
keeping operations, and non-mobilized to fully-mobilized contingencies.

Air Force Materiel Command acquires and sustains superior systemsin partnership
with customersand suppliers. At depots, product and test centers, and laboratories, Air Force
Materiel Command performs continuousproduct and process improvement through integrated
management of research, development, test, acquisition and support. As an integral part of
the Air Force e Fighting Team, Air Force Materiel Command contributes to affordable
combat superiority, readiness and sustainability.

Air Force Space Command provides the capability that enables our warfighting
commanders to control, manage, and assess military operations; and, it provides the conduit
for national decision makers to obtain critical, time-sensitive information to craft their
responses to national security needs. In short, Air Force Space Command provides global
awareness. Space forces help guarantee command and control, intelligence, reconnaissance,
surveillance, and navigation and positioning supportis available to all forces. Space forces
provide a key link between fielded forces, theater battle staffs, and national leaders. The
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unique capabilities AIr Force space forces provide our nation make them an equally vital
component Of the Global Reach-Global Power-Global Awareness team.

The dramatic changes in personnel and budget levels over the last decade have
correspondingly enhanced the importance of our Air Reserve Components. Both the Ar
Force Reserve and National Guard provide critical components to accomplish the missions of
each major command discussed above. In addition, they provide an important presence in
communities across the United States, reminding al citizens of aur day-to-day actions across
the world. The citizensoldierconcept is nowhere more evidentthan in the Air Force
guardsman or reservist.

Applicable Specific Legislation

The Air Force developed dll of its recommendationsin compliance with the Defense
Ba=e Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA/90 or Public Law 101-510), as
amended.

Air Force Basing Concept

The Air Force base structureis intended to support Air Force operations, logistics,
education, training, research, develupment, test, and acquisition.

Force structurereductions, driven by dynamic changes in the international security
area, create new challenges for Air Force leaders and dl mission elements, as they do for the
other Services. To meet these challenges and provide the greatest probability for success,
weapon systemsand like-mission assets should be consolidated where possible to optimize
effective combat capability and increase efficiency.

The array of domestic bases is determined by a variety of factors such as survivability,
dispersion, proximity and unencroached accessto training airspace and ranges, extent of
ground encroachment, suitable weather, and adequate base infrastructure. Additionally, the
Air Force must laok to the future long-term millitary value and flexibility of its installations.
As the Air Force is compelled to adjust its base structure, it must ensure that the potential for
limitations on military value from elements such as ground and airspace encroachment, air
quality restrictions, and airspace congestion are minimized at our remaining bases. Likewise,
locations a regians v potential for future airspace/range expansion must be emphasized.

In determining base structure, the A Force focused on future concepts: continuing
close air support and mobility interoperabilitywith the Army and the developmentof a
modernized Global Reach-Global Power-Global Awareness concentration of fire power,
mobility, and information dominance. With regard to close air support interoperability, the
AIr Force will continue to base close air support force structure on Air Force bases near major
Army installations. Thiswill provide daily interoperability Wih Army units at the division
level and below, and enhance the developmentof improved intemperability and firepower

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED 1

support. With the focus of the Alir Force mission changing from a gldoal war to regional
contingencies, mobility requirements have evolved rapidly. To meet this new mission and new
mobility requirements, Air Miolliity Command wes formed 1 help integrate the alr refueling
and airlift missions.

Air Farae bases are strategically positioned to support multiple missions fran SIOP
support to essential resupply. Those that remain in the Air Force basing structure will support
the programmed force structure effectively and efficiently. This base structure will retain the
flexibility 1 absorb overseas force structure, provide surge capability, and accommodate
changes in the strategic threat. Obviously, as conditions change further, the Air Force will
continue to Seek ways 1 operate and trainmore effectivelyand efficiently.

The Air Force recommendations also reflect sound fiscal judgment. While the savings
gained from closing bases are substantial, the investment associated with those closures, and
the impact on current budget priorities, must also be and were considered. These
recommendations represent a balance of costs and savings resulting in a sound retumon
investment far the Air Force's future.

NOTE: Aspart of the 1995 Base Closure and Realignmentprocess, active and Air Reserve
Componentunits are likely to be inactivated. In some cases a unit's heraldry (numerical
designationand unit flag) may have a sufficiently high value to warrant retention of the
unit's heraldry regardless of the inactivation of the unit's structure. In such cases, the Air
Force might assign the heraldry to another unit, without changing tke substance of the action
recommended. For example, if the recommendation were to “transferthe 699th Wing to
Anywhere Air Force Base," the aircraft, personnel, equipment, etc., would indeed go to
Anywhere AFB, but the unit might be redesignated the "9thWing."
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Chapter 3

The Air Force Process for Selecting Bases

Selecting Air Force bases to recommend for closure or realignment was an
extremely difficult task because of the quality of our installations. Our installations are
appropriately located for their missions and possess required facilities. Most of our bases
have received substantialamounts of construction or renovation during the last decade as
the Alir Force continued to improve the support for Alir Force operationsand training and
O maintain the quality of life for aur uniformed members, civilianemployees, and family
members. Moreover, the level of community approval and cooperation we enjoy is
excellentat all our bases.

The Air Force 1995 selection process shares the fundamentalapproach used in the
1991 and 1993 processes. The basis for selection of closure and realignment
recommendations was the DoD Force Structure Plan approved in January 1995 by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the eight selection criteria approved by the Secretary of
Defense on February 15,1991,submitted to Congress, and reaffirmed for use in BRAC 95
by the Deputy Secretary of Defense on November 2,1994.

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed a Base Closure Executive Group of six
general officers and seven comparable (Senior Executive Service) civilians. Areas of
expertise included environment; facilities and construction; finance; law; logistics;
programs; operations; personnel and training; reserve components; and research,
development and acquisition. The group met regularly from July 1994 to January 1995.
Additionally, an Air Staff level Base Closure Working Group was also formed to provide
staff support and additional detailed expertise for the Executive Group. Plansand
Programs General Officers from the Major Commands met on several occasions with the
Executive Group to provide mission specific expertise and greater base-level information.
Als0, potential sister-service impacts were coordinated by a special inter-service working

group.

The Executive Group developed a Base Closure Internal Control Plan which was
approved by the Secretary of the Air Force. This plan provides structureand guidance for
all participants in the base closure process, including procedures for data gathering and
certification.

The Executive Group reviewed dl Active and Air Reserve Component (ARC)
installationsin the United Stateswhich met or exceeded the Section 2687, Title 10U.S.C.
threshold of 300direct-hirecivilians authorized to be employed. Data on all applicable
bases were collected via a comprehensiveand detailed questionnaire answered at base

UNCLASSIFIED




17
UNCLASSIFIED

level wath validation by the Major Commandsand Air Staff. All data was evaluated and
certified in accordancewith the Air Force Internal Control Plan. As an additional control
measure, the Air Force Audit Agency was tasked 1 continuously review the Air Force
process for consistency with the law and DoD policy and to ensure that the data collection
and validation process was adequate. A baseline capacity analysiswas also performed
which evaluated the physical capability of a base to accommodate additional force
structure and other activities (excess capacity) beyond that programmed to be stationed at
the base. This baseline capacity analysis represented the maxamum potential base closures
that could be achieved within each category.

The Executive Group occasionally questioned the data and where appropriate the
information was revised or more detailed data wes provided. Data determined to be
inaccuratewas corrected. All data used in the preparation and submission of information
and recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military installations was
certified as to its accuracy and completeness by appropriate officials at base, MAJCOM,
and headquarters level. In addition, the Executive Group and the Secretary of the Air
Force certified that all information contained in the Alir Force Detailed Analysis and all
supporting data were accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief.

The Executive Group placed all bases in categories, based on the installation’s
predominant mission. The results of the excess capacity analysis were used in conjunction
with the approved DoD Force StructurePlan in determining base structure requirements.
After the baseline capacity analysiswas established, other factors were considered to
determine actual capabilitiesfor base reductions. The capacity analysiswas also used to
identify potential cost effective opportunities for the beddown of activities and aircraft
dislocated from bases recommended for closure or realignment.

Bases deemed militarily or geographically unique or mission-essential were
approved by the SECAF for exclusion from further closure consideration. Capacity was
analyzed by category, based on a study of current base capacity and the future
requirements imposed by the JCS Force StructurePlan. Categories and subcategories
having insufficient excess capacity to allow the closure of any installation were
recommended 1 and approved by the Secretary of the Air Force for exclusion from
further study. These category and subcategory exclusions were: Administrative Support,
Education and Training, and Space Support.

All non-excluded Active Component bases in the remaining categories were
individually examined on the basis of all eight selection criteria, with over 250 subelements
to the gradingcriteria. These subelements were developed by the Air Force to provide
specific data points for each criterion. The Air Force analysis, accomplished by the
Executive Group, is described in Chapter 4.
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Under Deputy Secretary of Defense direction, the Executive Group and the
Secretary of the Air Force considered and analyzed the results of the effortsof Joint
Cross-Service Groups in the areas of Depot Maintenance, Laboratories, Test and
Evaluation, Undergraduate pilot Trainirg,and Military Treatment Facilitiesincluding
Graduate Medical Education. The Joint Cross-Service Groups established data elements,
measures of merit, and methods of analysis for their functional areas. The Services
collected data as requested by the Joint Groups, following each Service’s individual
Internal Control Plen for the collection of data. After receiving data provided by each of
the Services, the Joint Groups developed functional values and altemativesfor the
activitiesunder their consideration. These alternativeswere reported to the Military
Departments for consideration in their processes. In tum the Military Departments
responded with comments and cost analyses of the altematives, and engaged in a dialogue
with the Joint Groups regarding potential closure and realignment actions, consistent with
the internal analytical processes of each Military Department.

The Ar Reserve Component (ARC) category, comprised of Air National Guard
(ANG) and Air Force Reserve (AFRES) bases, warrants further explanation. First, these
bases do not readily compete against each other as ARC units enjoy a special relationship
with their respective statesand local communities. Under federal law, relocating Guard
units across state boundaries is not a practical alternative. In addition, special
consideration must be given to the recruiting needs of these units. However, realignment
of ARC units onto active duty, civilian, or other ARC installationscould prove cost
effective. Therefore, the ARC category was examined for cost effective relocations to
other bases.

Information, base groupings, excess capacity, and options resulting from the
Executive Group analysiswere presented to the SECAF and the CSAF by the Executive
Group. Basad on the force structure plan and the eight selection criteria, with
consideration given to excess capacity, efficiencies in base utilization, and concepts of
force structure organization and basing, the Secretary of the Air Force, in consultation
with the Air Force Chief of Staff, and using the analysis of the Executive Group, selected
the bases recommended for closure and realignment.
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Category Descriptions

Operations

The primary purpose of bases in this category is © support operational missions
basedon predominant use and mission suitability. This category is divided into three
subcategories - Missiles, Large Aircraft and Small Aircraft.

Missiles: Baseswith missile fields

FrancisE. Warren AFB, Wyoming

Minot AFB, North Dakota*

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota*
Malmstrom AFB, Montana*

*Alsoconsidered under Large Aircraft subcategory

Large Aircraft: Bases with large aircraft units and potential to beddown small aircraft units

Altus AFB, Oklahoma
Andrews AFB, Maryland
Beale AFB, California

Dover AFB, Delaware
Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota

Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota*

Little Rock AFB, Arkansas
McChord AFB, Washington
McGuire AFB,New Jersey
Offutt AFB, Nebraska
Travis AFB, California

Andersen AFB, Guam
Barksdale AFB, Louisiana
Charleston AFB, South Carolina
Dyess AFB, Texas

Fairchild AFB, Washington
Hickam AFB, Hawaii
Malmstrom AFB , Montana*
McConnell AFB, Kansas
Minot AFB, North Dakota*
Scott AFB, Illirois
Whiternan AFB, Missouri

*Also considered under Missile subcategory
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Small Aircraft: Bases with fighter type aircraft units; same have potential for a few large
aircraft

Cannon AFB, New Mexico

Eielson AFB , Alaska

Holloman AFB, New Mexico

Langley AFB, Virginia

Moody AFB, Georgia

Nellis AFB , Nevada

Seymour Johnson AFB, North Carolina
Tyndall AFB, Florica

Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona
Elmendorf AFB, Alaska
Hurlburt Field, Florich

Luke AFB, Arizona

MtHome AFB, 1daho

Pope AFB, North Carolina
Shaw AFB, South Carolina

Undergraduate Flying Training

The primary purpose of installationsin this category is to support undergraduate pilot
and navigator training as well as instructor pilot training. The installations, airspace, and
facilities are optimized for training pilots and navigators.

Laughlin AFB, Texas
Reese AFB, Texas

Columbus AFB , Mississippi
Randolph AFB, Texas
Vance AFB, Oklahoma

Industrial/Technical Support

The primary purpose of installationsin this category is to provide highly technical
support for depot level maintenance, research, development, test and acquisition. This
category is divided into three subcategories: Depots, Product Centers and Laboratories, and
Test Facilities.

Depots

HEll AFB, Utah
McClellan AFB, California
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma

Kelly AFB, Texas
Robins AFB, Georgia

Product Centers And Laboratories

Brooks AFB, Texas Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts

Kirtland AFB, New Mexico
Rome Lab, New York

Los Angeles AFB, California
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio
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Test And Evaluation

Arrlold AS, Tennessee Edwards AFB, California
EoAn AFB, Florica

Education and Training

The primary purpose of installations in this category is 1 supporttraining activities. It
is divided into the Technical Training and Education subcategories.

Technical Training

Goodfellow AFB, Texas Keesler AFB, Mississippi
Lackland AFB, Texas Sheppard AFB, Texas
Education
Maxwell AFB, Alabama U.S.Air Force Academy, Colorado
Space

The primary purpose of installations in this category is to provide technical support for
national space operations. This category is divided into Space Supportand Satellite Control
subcategories.

Space Support

Patrick AFB, Florida Peterson AFB, Colorado
Vandenberg AFB, California

Satellite Control
Falcon AFB, Colorado Onizuka AS, California
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Other

The primary purpose of installations in this category is 1 support administrative
functions.

Administrative

Battle Creek Federal Center, Michigan Bolling AFB, Washington DC
DFAS/ARPC, Colorado MacDill AFB, Florida

Air Reserve Component

The primary purpose of installations in this category is to support Air National Guard and Air
Force Reserve operations.

Air National Guard

Boise Air Terminal AGS, Idaho Buckley AGB, Colorado

Ft Drum Support Airfield, Rome, New York Greater Pittsburgh IAP AGS, PA
Lantert Field AP AGS, Missouri Martin State AFT AGS, MxyAad
Otis AGB, Massachusetts Portland APAGS, Oregon **
Rickenbacker AGS, Ohio Salt Lake City IAP AGS, Utzh
Selfridge AGB, Michigan ** Stewart IAP AGS, New York
Tucson IAP AGS, Arizona

Air Force Resene

Bergstrom ARB, Texas Carswell ARS, NAS Ft Worth, Texas
Dobbins ARB, Georgia* Gen Mitchell IAPARS , Michigan ¥
Greater Pittsburgh 1AP, ARS, PA Grissom ARB, Indiana

Homestead ARB, Florich March ARB, California*

Minn/St Paul IAP, ARS, Minnesota* Niagara Falls IAP, ARS, New York *
O’Hare IAP, ARS, Illinois* Westover ARB, Massachusetts

NAS Willow Grove ARS , PA* Youngstown MPT, ARS , Ohio

*Air Reserve host Wih ANG Tenant
**A NG host With Air Reserve Tenant
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Exclusions of

Geographically/Militarily Unique or Mission Essential Bases

Andersen AFB, Guam:

Andrews AFB, Maryland:

Amold AS, Tennessee:

Edwards AFB, California:

Elelson AFB, Alaska:

Elmendorf AFB, Alaska:

FE Warren AFB , Wyoming:

Essential staging base for Combat Forces and
Military Operationsin the Pacific. Its
geographic location provides an irreplaceable
resource for oversess contingencies

Necessary base for Presidential/Congressional
aiift support. The presence of an installation
capable of airlift operations near the nation’s
capital is essential to this mission

One-of-a-kind Joint Service Center for wind
tunnel and engine testing. Possesses unique and
costly equipment, servicing all of DoD

Supportsan irreplaceable, extensive/specialized
testing center and range complex. Natural
features as well as facilities to support space
shuttle operationsare unique resources

Crucial to reinforcement of the Pacific and to the
defense of Alaska; location is critical for ready
access o irreplaceable specialized ranges and
airspace

Necessary Port of Entry into United States;
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; provides
GSU supportto 21 remote sites including 18
long range radar sites crucial to the defense of
the US, ready access to specialized ranges and
airspace

AIr Foreesonly “Peacekeeper” missile base;
DoD Force Structure Plan reflects a requirement
for Peacekeeper missiles through the period
under which BRAC 95 actions must be taken;
START treaty implications
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Hickam AFB, Haaili: Necessary Port of Entry into the western US:
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; key to
support of USCINCPAC

Maxwell AFB, Alabama: Unique educational complex supportsthe A
University, Air War College, Air Command and
Staff College, Squadron Officer School, Officer
Training School, Senior NCO Academy and
numerous Other training and education programs

McChord AFB, Washington: Located with Fort Lewis, the primary
deployment base for the US | Corps that
provides support for rapid deployment of troops
to the Pacific theater

Nellis AFB, Neveda: Supportsan irreplaceable, extensive/specialized
range complex and the Air Force Weapons
Center. Range and airspaceresources are vital
to Air Force operations and training

Patrick AFB, Florida: Critical support to Cape Canaveral (the nation’s
sole equatorial orbit space launch facility); home
of Eastern Space and Missile Center

Pope AFB, North Carolina: Collocated wrth Fort Bragg, this primary
deployment base for the 18th Airborne Corps
provides time critical deploymentand essential
joint training capability for the US Army’s
primary contingency corps

USAF Academy, Colorado: Unique facilities support all aspects of cadet
training, including academic, athletic, summer
encampment, airfield operations, and survival

VYandenberg AFB, California: Nation’s sole polar orbit space launch facility
and home of Western Space and Missile Center
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Category/Subcategory Exclusions

Administrative Support: There are four installationsin thiscategory: Battle Creek Federal
Center, Michigan; Bolling AFB, Washington DC; DFAS/ARPC, Colorado; and MacDill AFB,
Floride. After a thorough capacity analysisof the facilitiesin this category, it was determined
that no excess capacity exists within the category.

Education and Training/Technical Category: There are faur bases in this subcategory:
Goodfellow AFB, Texas; Keesler AFB, Mississippi; Lackland AFB, Texas; and Sheppard
AFB, Texas. Two other Technical Training Center bases were selected for closurein 1988
and 1991. Thisresulted in 39 percent of technical training courses relocating to the remaining
four bases. DoD's Force Structure Plan will require the Air Force to recruit and tran
approximately 100,000 personnel per year. This accession level will require approximately 80
percent of the remaining four bases’” capacity with minimal peacetime surge capability.
Closure of any one training center would reduce capacity to a level below that required to
support programmed and contingent operations. Based on capacity analysis, there is no
excess capacity in this subcategory.

Space Support: There are threebases in this subcategory: Patrick AFB, Florida;
Vandenberg AFB , California; and Peterson AFB, Colorado. These installations provide
logistical and administrativesupport for space functionsin and around three locations. Patrick
AFB providescritical support to both Cape Canaveral AS and Cape Kennedy Space Center
(Nation’seasterly space launch facility) and home of Eastern Space and Missile Center.
Peterson AFB provides operating support for al space activities located in the Colorado
Springs area to include support for two major headquarters involved in space operations.
Vandenberg AFB is the sole polar orbit space launch facility and home of the Western Space
and Missile Center. Sinceeach base is critical to a different geographic location of space-
related missions, there is no excess capacity in this subcategory.
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Chapter 4
Description of Analyses

Bases were analyzed on the basis of all eight selection criteria. For each criterion, a
number of subelements were developed. All bases were evaluated under common
subelements for Criteria II-VII. Under Criterion I, individual subelements were developed to
assist in the evaluation of each mission type. For example, some subelementsmeasuring
capability to support tanker operations have little relevance to support bases. While
subelements measuring the quality of nearby ranges are importantin comparing small aircraft
flying bases and of some value to large aircraft bases, they are not relevant © most support
bases. Functional experts from the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG), Air Staff, and
MAJCOM:s contributed to the development of these mission-unique subelements. These
subelements were refined during the BCEG deliberation period.

Installationsin a category considered by a Department of Defense Joint-Cross Service
Group (Depots, Product Centersand Laboratories, Test and Evaluation, and Undergraduate
Flying Training) were further analyzedin a manner designed to be compatible with the efforts
of the JCSG. The details of the analysis method created for each of these subcategoriesis
provided in the subcategoriessection of the report.

The members employed a color-coded rating scale to assist in evaluating each base for
every subelement under Criteria I-IIT, VII, and VIII. A "Green" rating meant more desirable
for retention, "Red'" meant least desirable, *"Yellow" meant in between. For most subelements,
the BCEG established grading filters, or goalposts, for the establishmentof the color grades.
These goalpostswere either based on numerical values or established by expertjudgment
applied to a set of data. A subelement could be composed of various sub-subelements, which
could themselves be composed of lower-level subelements. The color grade for each
subelement was a result of aggregating, or **rolling up,* the lower-level subelement colors.

In past rounds, this rollup has been done based on BCEG judgment of how the lower
level grades should result in higher level grades. For the 1995process, as a result of audit
comments, the Air Force adopted a mathematical approach to rolling up grades. Tojudge the
relative importance of the lower level measures, a weight was applied to each subelement.
Normally, the weights are expressed as decimals representing a percentage, and all weights
within a level add to 100. The weights represent the relative importance of each subelement
as compared to the other subelementswithin that level of the analysis. The BCEG carefully
analyzed the subelement weights and agreed on the appropriate values.
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To obtain arollup of the color grades, the colors are assigned a numerical value,
shown below:

Green 100
Green Minus 0.67
Yellow Plus 0.33
Yellow 0.00
Yellow Minus -0.33
Red Plus -0.67
Red -1.00

The mllup is accomplished by multiplyingthe numerical value of a subelement's color
grade by its weight, adding the resulting products from all subelements, and dividing by the
sum of the weights. The higher level subelementis then given the color grade closest to the
resulting number. The following example illustrates the method:

Subelement 1 Subelement?2 Subelement 3
Grade G Y- Y+
Weight 40 20 40

(1*40)+(-.33*20)+(.33*40) = 46.6/100 = .466
Closest Color =.33 = YellowPlus

In the example, the three Subelementswould rollup into an overall Yellow Plus grade for the
higher level subelement.

The mathematical mllup method was used up to the criterionlevel. The criterion
grades were not rolled together into an overall rating for the installation. Instead, the BCEG

used their judgment to evaluate the overall value of an installation, basedon the eight
selection criteria.

For some subelements, color grades were assigned based on a base's capability relative
to other bases' capabilities, rather than by applying an objectivemeasure. In those cases, a
standard deviation method was used to determine what color a given scorereceived. These
colors then represented that base's grade for the relevant element under consideration. In
summary, a score at the mean (W) or above was given a Green grade, while those scores
below the mean were given a Yellow or Red. The following shows the detailed assignment of
grades:
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From 1/2 standard deviation (¢) above the mean

and higher: Green
From i to 1/2 6 above the mean: Green Minus
From 1/3 ¢ below p to p: Yellow Plus
From 2/3 ¢ below QL to 1/3 ¢ below Yellow
From 1 ¢ below p to 2/3 ¢ below p: Yellow Minus
From land 1/2 ¢ below p to 1a. below p. Red Plus
Below 1and 1/2 abelow . Red

o Q 8)

R R+|Y-YY+| G-GlG

Numbers were used for criteriaIV and V, which were computed using the DoD
COBRA cost model. CriterionIV includes the one-time costs of the action, and a 20-year net
present value of the action (a negative number represents savings and the larger the negative
number the greater the savings). CriterionV is the number of years for the costs to be repaid
by savings, a" return on investment period. The BCEG approved the COBRA products that
comprised CriterialV and V. The BCEG used a level-playingfield COBRA analysisin its
initial analysis, from which the tiering of bases was produced. A level-playing field COBRA
analysis is accomplished for each base in a category being analyzed. The analysis assumesthat
only one base is closed and all units move to assumed gaining locations The assumed gaining
locations are selected based on preliminary capacity analysis and force structure alignments,
but do not reflect consideration of operational constraints, environmental factors, and other
potential moves. Those factors are considered prior to final closure or realignment
recommendations, when a focused analysisis performed.

Criterion VI, the economic impact on communities, was analyzed under the direction
of the Department of Defense Joint Cross-Service Group for Economic Impact. The Military
Departments provided data which was compiled using the Joint Group’s method, and
presented to the BCEG for each contemplated closureor realignmentaction. In addition, the
BCEG evaluated the effects of any multiple actions being considered by the Air Force within a
metropolitan statistical area. DoD-wide actions affecting particular economic areas are
evaluated by the DoD BRAC considerations. Criterion V1 is presented as two numbers,
which represent total job loss, direct and indirect, and job loss as a percentage of statistical or
economicarea population.
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The bases in the operations subcategories of the flying category were subdivided into
Large, Small and Missile bases. Large Aircraft bases beddown bomber, tanker or transport
aircraft units and may have the potential to beddown small aircraft type units. Small Aircraft
bases beddown fighter type aircraft units, may have the potential to accommodate some large
aircraft. Missile bases in most cases are dual mission bases and include large aircraft flying
operations.

After a grade or value was determined for each criterion, the BCEG reviewed the
grades for dl non-excluded bases in each category or subcategory. The BCEG members then
discussed the various attributesof the bases, as well as the relative importance or each
criterion to that type of base. Followingthis review and discussion, the BCEG placed each
base into one of threetiers. This initial tiering process was based on a level playing field
COBRA analysis and assumed a single total closureonly. There is no ranking of bases within
atier. Thistiering provides an initial input forthe SECAF’s consideration in her decision
process.

Missile bases were first evaluated for their suitability to support missile operations and
were assigned color grades for that capability. These bases all supported large aircraft
operations, S0 they were then grouped with the remaining large aircraftbases and evaluated
overall against large aircraft characteristics (Appendix 3). No tiering of missile bases was
accomplishedon missile capabilitiesalone; however, this additional Criterion | dimension wes
considered during the Large Aircraft subcategorytiering. The evaluation of missile bases is
classified, and may be found in Appendix 12, the classified appendix.

The large aircraft bases were evaluated in terms of their capability 1 support a
bomber, airlift, and tanker mission. The base’s current primary mission wes given 70 percent
weighting against 15 percent for the other two missions. As mentioned above, where a large
aircraft base included a missile capability, that missile capability was included in consideration
of the tiering of dl large aircraft bases.

Small aircraft bases were evaluated in terms of their capability to support a fighter
mission and 100 percent of the weighting was given to that mission. The small aircraftbases
were rated and arrayed in three groups, fran most to least desirable for fighter missions
(Appendix 4).

The BCEG compared all above-threshold AFRES C-130bases. The BCEG did not
compareother ANG a- AFRES bases within subcategories, but reviewed them individually for
potential cost effective closures or realignments (Appendices 6 and 7).

In addition to collection of data for the Joint Groups, the Military Departments were
taded to provide “military values” for the activities under consideration by the Joint Groups.
Because the Air Force process did not produce such a* military value” for its installations, the
Air Force provided the tiering of the installations in these categories. In addition, the Air
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Force provided a functional value of the activities under consideration in the Joint Groups. In
some cases, the activities considered by the Joint Groups did not correlate to the installations
considered in the Alr Force process. For example, some test and evaluation activities were
located on Small Aircraft bases, and some activitieswere not accomplished on any installation.
The submissionsto the Joint Groups clarified the bases for the values reported.

Pursuant o OSD policy, the Air Forae also analyzed alternatives suggested by the
Joint Groups and participated in joint COBRA analyses. The description of the Joint Group
alternatives and the A~ Force analysis of those alternatives is included in the description of
each specific category’sanalysis, found in the appendicesto this report.

UNCLASSIFIED



31
UNCLASSIFIED

Chapter 5

Recommendations: Closures

AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY,
FORT WORTH , TEXAS

Recommendation: Disestablish the Air Faroe Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator
(AFEWES)activity in Fart Worth. Essential AFEWES capabilitiesand the required test
activitieswill relocate to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB,
California. Workload and selected equipment from AFEWES will be transferred to AFFTC.
AFEWES will be disestablishedand any remaining equipment will be disposed of.

Justification: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSGYyecommended
that AFEWES's capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for
AFEWES was only 28 percent of its available capacity. Available capacity at AFFTC is
sufficient to absorb AFEWES’s workload. AFEWES’s basic hardware-in-the-loop
infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force Test and Evaluation facilities. This action
achieves significant cost savings and workload consolidation.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendationis $5.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periodis a cost of $2.6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $0.8
million with a retum on investment expected in seven years. The net present value of the
costs and savingsover 20 years is a savings of $5.8 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 9jobs (5 direct jobs and 4 indirect jobs) over the 1996-
to-2001 periad in the Fart Worth-Arlington, Texas Primery Statistical Area, which is 0.0
percent of the economicarea’s employment. This action will have minimal environmental
impact.
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BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE, TEXAS

Recommendation: Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES )will
inactivate. The Wing’s F-16 aircraft will be redistributed a retire. Headquarters 10th Alr
Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, Texas.

Justification: Due to Air Force Reserve fighter force drawdown, the Air Force Reserve has
an excess of F-16fighter locations. The closure of Bergstrom ARB is the most cost effective
option for the Air Force Reserve. The relocation of Headquarters loth Air Force to NAS
Fort Worth will also collocate the unit with one of its major subordinate units.

Return on Investment: The tol estimated one-time cost to implement this recommend-
ationis $13.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementationperiad is a
savings of $93.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $20.9 million
with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over
20 years is a savings of $291.4 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 954 jobs (585 directjobs and 369 irdirectjobs) over the
1996-t0-2001 period in the Austin, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2
percent of the area’semployment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-
to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.2 percent of
employmentin the Austin, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area. Review of demographic
data projects no negative impact on recruiting. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration of Bergstrom ARB will continue.
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BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS

Recommendation: Close Brooks AFB. The Human Systems Center, including the School
of Aerospace Medicine and Armstrong Laboratory, will relocate to Wright-Patterson AFB,
Chilo, however, some portion of the Manpower and Personnel function, and the Air Force
Drug Test laboratory, may relocate to other locations. The 68th Intelligence Squadron will
relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence will
relocate to Tyndall AFB, Florida. The 710th Intelligence Flight (AFRES) will relocate to
Lackland AFB, Texas. The hyperbaric chamber operation, including associated personnel,
will relocate © Lackland AFB, Texas. All activities and facilities at the base including family
housing, the medical facility, commissary, and base exchangewill close.

Justification: The Air Force has more laboratory capacity than necessary to support current
and projected Air Force research requirements. When compared to the attributesdesirablein
laboratory activities, the Armstrong Lab and Human Systems Center operations at Brooks
AFB contributed less to Alir Force needs as measured by such areas as workload
requirements, facilities, and personnel. As an installation, Brooks AFB ranked lower than the
other bases in the Laboratory and Product Center subcategory.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $185.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $138.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $27.4
million with a retum on investment expected in seven years. The net present value of the
costsand savings over 20 years is a savings of $142.1 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 7,879 jobs (3,759 direct jobs and 4,120 indirect jobs)
over the 1996-to-2001period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 1.1 percent of the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic
impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force
activities into the San Antonio area, and all prim-round BRAC actions in the economic
area over the 1994-to-2001period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to
0.9 percent of employmentin the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration of Brooks AFB will continue.
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GREATER PITTSBURGHIAP AIR RESERVE STATION, PENNSYLVANIA

Recommendation: Close Greater Pittsburgh FAPAIr Reserve Station (ARS). The 91lth
Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed © Air Force Reserve
C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB , Colorado.

Justification: The Air Force Reserve has more C-130 operating locations than necessary to
effectively support the Reserve C-130aircraftin the Department of Defense (DoD) Force
Structure Plan. Although Greater Pittsburgh ARS s effective at supporting its mission, its
evaluation overall under the eight criteria supports its closure. Its operating costs are the
greatest among Alr Force Reserve C-130operations at civilian airfields. In addition, its
location near a number of AFRES and Air National Guard units provides opportunities for its
personnel to transfer and continue their service without extended travel.

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendationis $22.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periad is a savings of $36.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13.1
million with areturn on investmentexpected in two years. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $161.1 million.

Impact: Assuming no economicrecovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 631 jobs (387 direct jobs and 244 indirect jobs) over the
1996-to-2001periad in the Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, and Westmoreland,
Pennsylvania, counties economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment,
Review of demographic data projects no negative impact on recruiting. The cumulative
economic impact of dl BRAC 95 recommendations, including the relocation of someAir
Force activities into the Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, and Westmoreland area, and all
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could
result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employmentin the
economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal, and restoration of the
Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS will continue.
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MOF.FETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AIR GUARD STATION, CALIFORNIA

Recommendation: Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. Relocate the 129th
Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClelian AFB, California.

Justification: At Moffett Federal Airfield, the 129thRescue Group (RQG)provides
manpower for the airfield’s crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police
services, and pays a portion of the total associated costs. The ANG also pays a share of other
base operating support costs. These costs to the ANG have risen significantly since NAS
Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be avoided if the unit is moved to an
active duty airfield.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $15.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $4.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4.8
million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $50.1 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could resultin a
maximum potential reduction of 507 jobs (318 direct jobs and 189indirect jobs) over the
1996-to-2001 period in the San Jose, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 0.1 percent of the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic
impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the
economic area over the 1994-to-2001period could result in a maximum potential
decrease equal to 0.5 percent of employment in the economic area. Review of
demographic data projects no negative impact on recruiting. This action will have
minimal environmental impact.

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

NORTH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATION, CALIFORNIA

Recommendation: Close North Highlands Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 162nd
Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat Communications Squadron
(CCS) to McClellan AFB, California.

Justification: Relocation ofthe 162nd CCG and 149th CCS onto McClellan AFB will
provide a more cost-effective basing arrangement than presently exists by avoiding some of
the costs associated i maintaining the installation. Because oF the very short distance firan
the unit’s present location in North Highlands to McClellan AFB ,most of the personnel will
remain Wil the unit.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $1.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $0.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $0.20
million with areturn on investment expected in eight years. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1.5 million.

Impact: Thisrecommendationwill not result in a change in the employmentin the
Sacramento, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected jobs wwill
renain in that economic area. Review of demographicdata projects no negative impact on
recruiting. This action will have minimal environmental impact.
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ONTARIO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION,
CALIFORNIA

Recommendation: Close Ontario International AirportAir Guard Station (AGS) and
relocate the 148th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) and the 210th Weather Flight
to March ARB, California.

Justification: Relocation of the 148th CCS and the 210th Weather Flight onto March ARB
will provide a more cost-effective basing arrangement by avoiding some of the costs
associated with maintaining the installation. Because of the short distance from the unit’s
present location on Ontario International Airport AGS, most of the personnel will remain
with the unit.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $0.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $0.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.1
million with a return on investment expected in eight years. The net present value of the
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $0.9 million.

Impact: Thisrecommendation will not resultin a change in the employment in the
Riverside-San Bernardino, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all
affected jobs will be remainin the economic area. Review of demographic data projects
no negative impact on recruiting. Environmental impact from this action is minimal.
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REAL-TIMEDIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSORACTIVITY,
BUFFALO, NEW YORK

Recommendation: Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor
activity (REDCAP )t Buffalo, New York. Reouiired test activitiesand necessary support
equipmentwill be relocated to the A Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC)at Edwards AFB,
California. Any remaining equipmentwill be disposed of.

Justification: The Test and EvaluationJoint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended
that REDCAP ” scapabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation with a Major
Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for REDCAP is
only 10percent of its available capacity. AFFTC has capacity sufficientto absorb REDCAP's
workload. REDCAP ” shasic hardware-in-the-loopinfrastructureis duplicated at other Air
Force T&E facilities. This action achieves significant cost savings and workload
consolidation.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation
is $1.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.9 millian with a retum
on investment expectedin one year. The net present value of the costs and savingsover 20
yearsis a savingsof $11.0million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 directjobs and 2 indirectjobs) over the 1996-
t0-2001 periad in the Erie County, New York economic area, which is 0.0 percent of
economicarea employment, This action will have minimal environmental impact,
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REESE AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS

Recommendation: Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its
assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired.  All activities and facilities at the base
including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will close.

Justification: The Air Force has more Undergraduate Flying Training (UFT) bases than
necessary 0 support Air Forae pilot training requirements consistent with the Department of
Defense (DoD) Force StructurePlan. When all eight criteria are applied to the bases in the
UFT category, Reese AFB ranks low relative 1 the other bases in the category. Reese AFB
ranked lower when compared to other UFT bases when evaluated on such factors as weather
(e.g., crosswinds, density altitude) and airspace availability (e.g., amount of airspace available
for training, distance to training areas). Reese AFB was also recommended for closurein
each alternativerecommended by the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group for Undergraduate
Pilot Training.

Return on Investment: The 1ol estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation
is $37.3 million. The net of all costs and savingsduring the implementation periad is a savings
of $51.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $21.5 millionwith a
return ON investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings
over 20 years s a savings of $256.8 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could resultin a
maximum potential reduction of 2,891 jobs (2,083 direct jabs and 808 indirect jobs)over
the 1996-t0-2001 period in the Lubbock, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 2.2
percent of the economicarea’s employment. Environmental impact from thisaction is
minimaland ongoing restoration of Reese AFB.
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ROME LABORATORY, NEW YORK

Recommendation: Close Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. Rome Laboratory activities
will relocate to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts.
Specifically, the Photonics, Electromagnetic & Reliability (except Test Site O&M operations),
Computer System,Radio Communicationsand Communications Network activities, with
their share of the Rome Lab staff activities, will relocate 1 Fort Monmouth. The
Surveillance, Intelligence & Reconnaissance Software Technology, Advanced C2 Concepts,
and Space Communicationsactivities, with their share of the Rome Laboratory staff activities,
willrelocate © Hanscom AFB. The Test Site (e.g., Stockbridge and Newport) O&M
operations will remain at its present location but will report © Hanscom AFB.

Justification: The Air Force has more laboratory capacity than necessary to support current
and projected A Force research requirements. The Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group
analysisrecommended the Air Force consider the closure of Rome Laboratory, Collocation
of part of the Rome Laboratory with the Army’s CommunicationsElectronics Research
Development Evaluation Command (CERDEC) at Forth Monmouth will reduce excess
laboratory capacity and increase inter-Service cooperation and common C3 research. In
addition, Fort Monmouth’s location near unique civilian research activities offers potential for
shared research activities. Those activities relocated to Hanscom AFB will strengthen Air
Force C31RDT&E activities by collocating common research efforts. This action will result
in substantial savings and furthers the DoD goal of cross-Service utilization of common
support assets.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement tis
recommendation is $52.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $15.1 million. Annual recurring savingsafter implementationare $115
million with a retum on investment expected in fouryears. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $98.4 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 2,345jobs (1,067 directjobs and 1,278 indirectjobs) over the 1996-to-
2001 periad in the Utica-Rome, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 1.5 percent
of the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95
recommendationsand all prior-round BRAC actionsin the economic area over the 1994-to-
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 6.2 percent of employment
in the economicarea. Environmental impact fran this action is minimal and ongoing
restoration of Rome Laboratory and Griffiss AFB will continue.

UNCLASSIFIED



41
UNCLASSIFIED

ROSLYN AIR GUARD STATION, NEW YORK

Recommendation: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 213th Electronic
Installation Squadron (ANG) and the 274th Combat Communications Group (ANG) 1
Stewart International Airport AGS, Newburg, New YOrK. The 722nd Aeromedical Staging
Squadron (AFRES )villl relocate 1 suitable leased space within the current recruiting area.

Justification: Relocation of the 213th Electronic Installation Squadron and 274th Combat
Communications Group to Stewart International Alrport AGS will produce a more efficient
and cost-effective basing structureby avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining
the installation.

Returnon Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement tis
recommendationis $2.4 million. The net of all costs and savingsduring the implementation
period is a savingsof $.70 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $.72
million with a return on investment expected in fauryears. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $7.6 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, thisrecommendation couldresultin a
maximum potential reduction of 71jobs (44directjobs and 27 indirectjobs) over the
1996-t0-2001 periad in the Nassau-Suffolk, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 00 percent of the am’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of dl
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over
the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to 0.0 percent
of employment in the Nassau-Suffolk, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area. Review
of demographic data projects no negative impact on recruiting. Environmental impact
fron this action is minimal and ongoiing restoration will continue.
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SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT
AIR GUARD STATION, OHIO

Recommendation: Close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Giard Station (AGS)
and relocate the 178thFighter Group (ANG),the 251st Combat Communications Group
(ANG), and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG)to Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohio.

Justification: The 178thFighter Group providescrash, fire and rescue, security police, and
other base gperating support servicesfor ANG activities at Springfield-Beckley Munascaal
Airport. By relocating to Wright-Patterson AFB , significantmanponer and other savings will
be realized by avoiding some of the costs associated With the installation.

Return on Investment: The tolal estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendaton is $23.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periad is a cost of $5.6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4.2
million with a return on investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $35.1 million.

Impact: This recommendationwill not result in a change in the employmentin the
Riverside-Dayton-Springfield, Ohio Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected jobs
will remain in that economic area. Review of demographic data projects no negative
impacton recruiting. Bnvironmental impact fron this action is minimal.
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Recommendations: Realignments

AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS

Recommendation: Realignthe Al Logistics Centers (ALC) at Hll AFB,Utah, Kelly
AFB, Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Gaorgia;and Tinker AFB,
Oklahama. Consolidate the followings workloads at the designated receiver locations:

Commodity/Workload

Compositesand plastics

Hydraulics

Tubing manufacturing

Airborne electronic automatic
equipment software

Sheet metal repair and manufacturing
Machining manufacturing
Foundry operations

Instruments/displays

Airborne electronics

Electronic manufacturing

(printed wire boards)
Electrical/mechanical support equipment
Injection molding
Industrial plant equipment software
Plating

UNCLASSIFIED

Receiving Locaf]

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
WR-ALC, Robins AFB
WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC-
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC,
Hill AFB

O0O-ALC, Hill AFB, WR-
ALC, Robins AFB
OC-ALC,Tinker AFB, WR-
ALC, Robins AFB

SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, OO-
ALC, Hill AFB

SM-ALC ,McClellan AFB
(some unigque work remains at
00-ALC, Hill AFB and WR-
ALC, Robins AFB)
WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC-
ALC, Tinker AFB,00-ALC,
Hill1AFB

WR-ALC ,Robins AFB

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB
OC-ALC ,Tinker AFB, OO-
ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC,
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins
AFB
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Move the required equipmentand any required personnel to the receiving location. These
actions will create or strengthen Technical Repair Centers at the receiving

locations in the respective commodities. Mininall workload in each of the commeodities
may continue to be performed at the other ALCs as required.

Justification: Reductionsin force structure have resulted in excess depot maintenance
capacity across Alr Force depots. The recommended realignments will consolidate
production lines and move workload © a minimum number of locations, allowing the
reduction of personnel, infrastructure, and other costs. The net effectofthe realignments
is to transfer approximately 35 million diract labor hours and 1 eliminate 37 product lines
across the five depots. These actions will alllaw the Air Force to demolish or mothball
facilities, or to make them available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will
reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies,and produce substantial cost savings without
the extraordinary one-time costs associated with closing a single depot.

This action is part of a broader Air Force effort to downsize, reduce depot
capacity and infrastructure, and achieve cost savings in a financially prudent manner
consistentwith mission requirements. Programmed work reductions, downsizing through
contracting or transfer to other Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads
recommended above result in the reduction of real property infrastructureequal to 1.5
depots, and a reduction in manhour capacity equivalent to about two depots. The
proposed moves also make available over 25 million cubic feet of space to the Defense
Logistics Agency for storage and other purposes, plus space to accept part of the Defense
Nuclear Agency and other displaced Air Force missions. This approach enhances the cost
effectiveness of the overall Department of Defense’s closure and realignment
recommendations. The downsizing of all depots is consistentwith DoD efforts to reduce
excess maintenance capacity, reduce cost, improve efficiency of depot management, and
increase contractor support for DoD requirements.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implementthis
recommendation is $183 million. The net of all costs and savings during the
implementation periad is a savingsof $138.7 million. Annual recurring savings after
implementationare $89 million with areturn on investment expected in two years. The
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $991.2 million.

TINKER
Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maxamum potential reduction of 3,040 jobs (1,180 direct jobs and 1,860indirectjobs)
over the 1996-to-2001period in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical
Area, which is 0.5 percent of the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic
impact of dl BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the
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economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease
equal to 0.3 percent of employment in the economicarea. Environmental impact from this
action is minimal and ongoing restoration of Tarker AFB will continue.

ROBINS
Impact: Assuming no economicrecovery, this recommendation couldresultin a
maximum potential reduction of 1,168jobs (534 direct jobs and 634 indirectjobs) over
the 1996-to-2001period in the Macon, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is
0.7 percent of the economic ara’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of all
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actionsin the economic area over
the 1994-to-2001period could result in a maximumpotential decreaseequal to 0.7
percent of employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration of Robins AFB wwill continue.

KELLY
Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation couldresultin a
maximum potential reduction of 1,446 jobs (555 directjobs and 891 indirect jobs) over
the 1996-t0-2001 period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is
0.2 percent of the economic ara’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of all
BRAC 95 recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the
San Antonio area, and all prior-round BRAC actionsin the economic area over the 1994-
t0-2001 periodcould result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 09 percent of
employmentin the economic area. Environmentalimpact from this action is minimal and
ongoing restoration will continue.

McCLELLAN and HILL
Impact: The recommendationspertaining to consolidations of workloads at these two
centers are not anticipated to result in employment losses or significantenvironmental
impact.
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EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA

Recommendation: Realign Eglin AFB, Florida. The Electromagnetic Test Environment
(EMTE), consisting of eight Electronic Combat (EC) threat simulator systems and two EC
podsystemswill relocate 1 the Nellis AFB Complex, Nevad. Those emitter-only systems at
tre Air Farce Development Test Center (AFDTC) at Eglin AFB necessary to support Air
Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC), the USAF Air Warfare Center, and Air Force
Materiel Command Armaments/Weapons Test and Evaluation activities will be retained. All
other activities and fecilities associated with EBlln willma i n open.

Justification: Air Force EC open air range workload requirements can be satisfied by one
range. Available capacity exists at the Nelliis AFB Complex to absorb EMTE's projected EC
workload. Toensurethe Alir Force retains the capability to effectively test and realistically
train in the Armaments/Weapons functional category, necessary emitter-only threat systems
wiill remain a Eglin AFB. Thisaction is consistent with Air Force and DoD efforts to
consolidate workload where possible to achieve cost and mission efficiencies.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendationis $2.2 million. The net of dl costs and savingsduring the implementation
period is a savings of $6.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2.6
million with a retum on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $31.4 million.

Impact: Assuming no economicrecovery, thisrecommendationcouldresultin a
maximumpotential reduction of 85 jobs (52 directjobs and 33 indirectjobs) over the
1996-10-2001 period in the Fort Walton Beach, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of
all BRAC 95 recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activitiesinto
the Fart Walton Beach, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, and all prior-round BRAC
actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential increase equal © 13 percent of employmentin the economic area.
Environmental impact from this action is minimal, and ongoing restoration of EOlin AFB
valll continue.
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GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA

Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 321st Missile Group will inactivate unless
prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic
missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense
makes such determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned and the 91st Missile
Group will inactivate.

If Grand Forks AFB is realigned, the 321st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman III
missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be
retired. A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 319th
Air Refueling Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with
the 319th Air Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base
exchange will remain open.

If Minot AFB is realigned, the 91st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman 111missiles
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be retired. The
5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All activitiesand facilitiesat the base associated with the
5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will
remain open.

Justification: A reduction in ICBM force structurerequires the inactivation of one missile
group within the Air Force. The missile field at Grand Forks AFB ranked lowest due to
operational concerns resulting from local geographic, geologic, and facility characteristics.
Grand Forks AFB also ranked low when all eight criteriaare applied to bases in the large aircraft
subcategory. The airfield will be retained to satisfy operational requirements and maintain
consolidated tanker resources.

If the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain BMD options effectively
precludes realigning Grand Forks, then Minot AFB will be realigned. The missile field at Minot
AFB ranked next lowest due to operational concernsresulting from spacing,ranging and
geological characteristics. Minot AFB ranked in the middle tier when all eight criteria were
applied to bases in the large aircraft subcategory. The airfield will be retained to satisfy
operational requirements.

Return on Investment: For Grand Forks, the total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $11.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $111.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $35.2
million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings
over 20 years is a savings of $447.0 million. Savingsassociated with the inactivation of a
missile group were previously programmed in the Air Force budget.

If Minot AFB is selected, the total estimated one-time cost to implement this

recommendation is $12.0 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $114.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $36.1

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

THISPAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

UNCLASSIFIED

46b



UNCLASSIFIED 47

million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings
over 20 years is a savings of $458.6 million. Savingsassociatedwith the inactivationof a
missile group were previously programmed in the Air Force budget.

Impact: For Grand Forks AFB, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could
result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,113 jobs (1,625 direct jobs and 488 indirect jobs)
over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Grand Forks County, North Dakota economic area, which is
4.7 percent of the economic area’s employment. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration at Grand Forks AFB will continue.

If Minot AFB is selected, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could
result in amaximum potential reduction of 2,172 jobs (1,666 directjobs and 506 indirectjobs)
over the 1996-t0-2001 period in the Minot County, North De<ota economic area, which is 6.1
percent of the economicarea’s employment. Environmental impact from this action is minimal
and ongoing restoration at Minot AFB will continue.
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HILL AFB, UTAH

Recommendation: Realign Hill AFB, Utgh. The permanent Air Force Materiel Command
(AFMC)test range activity at Utzh Test and Training Range (UTTR) will be disestablished.
Managementresponsibility for operation of the UTTR will transfer from AFMC to Air
Combat Command (ACC). Personnel, equipmentand systems required for use by ACC to
support the training range will be transferred to ACC. Additional AFMC manpower
associated with operation of the range will be eliminated. Some armament/weapons Test and
Evaluation (T& E) workload will transfer to the Air Force Development Test Center
(AFDTC), Eglin AFB, Florida and the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB,
California.

Justification: Most of the current T&E activities can be accomplished at other T&E
activities (AFFTC and AFDTC). Disestablishingthe AFMC test range activitiesand
transferring the range to ACC will reduce excess T&E capacity within the Air Force.
Retaining the range as a training range will preserve the considerable training value offered
by the range and is consistent with the current 82 percent training use of the range. Retention
of the range as a training facility will also allow large footprint weapons to undergo test and
evaluation using mobile equipment.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $3.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $62.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
$12.4 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and
savings over 20 years is a savings of $179.9 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 168jobs (104 directjobs and 64indirectjobs) over the
1996-t0-2001 period in the Tooele County, Utgh economic area, which is 1.3percent of
the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 .
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-
t0-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 36.6 percent of
employmentin the economicarea. Environmentalimpact from this action is minimal and
ongoing restoration of the UTTR will continue.
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KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO

Recommendation: Realign Kirtland AFB. The 58th Special Operations Wing wwill relocate
to Holloman AFB, New Mexico. The AF Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC)
will relocate to Eglin AFB, Hlorich. The AF Office of Security Police (AFOSP) will relocate
toLackland AFB, Texas. The AF Inspection Agency and the AF Safety Agency wwill relocate
D Kelly AFB, Texas. The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas
(Field Command) and Nellis AFB ,Nevada (High Explosive Testing). Some DNA personnel
(Radiation Simulatoroperations)will remainin place. The Phillips Laboratory and the 898th
Munitions Squadronwill remain in cantonment. The AFRES and ANG activities will remain
in existing facilities. The 377th ABW inactivatesand all other activities and facilities at
Kirtland AFB, including family housing, commissary, and bese exchange will close. Air Force
medical activities located in the Veteran's Administration Hospital will terminate.

Justification: As an installation, Kirtland AFB rated low relative to other bases in the
Laboratory and Product Center subcategorywhen dl eight selection criteriawere considered.
The Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group, however, gave the Phillips Laboratory operation a
high functional value. This realignmentwill close most of the base, but retain the Phillips
Laboratory, which has a high functional value and the 898th Munitions Squadron, which is not
practical ©relocate. Both of these activities are capable of operating with minimal military
support. Also,the Sandia National Laboratory can be cantoned in its present location. This
approach reduces infrastructure and produces significant annual savings, while maintaining
those activitiesessential to the Air Force and the Department of Defense.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $277.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periad is acost of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $62
million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $464.5 million.

Impact: Assuming no economicrecovery, this recommendation could result in a

maximum potential reduction of 11,916jobs (6,850 directjobs and 5,066 indirectjobs)

over the 1996-to-2001periad in the Bernallio County, New Mexico economic area, which

is 3.6 percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action

is minimal and ongoing restoration of Kirtland AFB will continue.
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MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE, MONTANA

Recommendation: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air Refueling Group and its
KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB, Florida. Al fixed-wing aircraft flying
operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. A small airfield
operational area will continue to be available to support the helicopter operations of the 40th
Rescue Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities and
facilities associated with the 341st Missile Wing will remain.

Justification: Although the missile field at Malmstrom AFB ranked very high, its airfield
resources can efficiently support only a small number of tanker aircraft. Its ability to support
other large aircraft missions (bomber and airlift) is limited and closure of the airfield will
generate substantial savings.

During the 1995process, the Air Force analysis highlighted a shortage of refueling
aircraftin the southeastern United States. The OSD direction to support the Unified
Commands located at MacDill AFB creates an opportunity to relocate a tanker unit from the
greater tanker resources of the northwestern United Statesto the southeast. Movement of the
refueling unit from Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB will also maximize the cost-
effectiveness of that airfield.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $17.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $5.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $5.1
million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the costs
and savingsover 20 years is a savings of $54.3 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a
maximum potential reduction of 1,013jobs (779 direct jobs and 234 indirect jobs) over
the 1996-to-2001period in the Great Falls, Montana Metropolitan Statistical Area, whi¢h
is 2.3 percent of the economic area’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of
all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area
over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 2.3
percent of employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration of Malmstrom AFB will continue.
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ONIZUKA AIR STATION, CALIFORNIA

Recommendation: Realign Onizuka AS. The 750th Space Group will inactivateand its
functionswill relocate 10 Falcon AFB, Colorado. Detachment2, Space and Missile Systems
Center (AFMC)will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Sometenants will remainin existing
facilities. All activitiesand facilities associated with the 750th Space Group including family
housing, the clinic,commissary, and base exchange will close.

Justification: The Air Force has one more satellite control installation than is needed to
support projected future Air Force satellite control requirements consistentwith the
Department of Defense (DoD) Force Structure Plan. When all eight criteria are applied the
bases in the Satellite Control subcategory, Onizuka AS ranked lower than the other base in the
subcategory. Among other factors, Falcon AFB has superior protection against current and
future electronic encroachment, reduced riss associated with security and mission-disrupting
contingencies,and significantly higher closure costs.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $124.2 million. The net of dl costs and savingsduring the implementation
periad is a cost of $125.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementationare $30.3
million with a return on investment expected in eight years. The net present value of the costs
and savingsover 20 years is a savings of $181.6 million.

Impact: Assuming no economicrecovery, this recommendation couldresult in a
maximum potential reduction of 2,969 jobs (1,875 directjobs and 1,094 indirectjobs)
over the 1996-to-2001periad in the San Jose, California, Primary Metropolitan Statistical
Area,which is 0.3 percent of the economic area"s employment. The cumulative economic
impact of all BRAC 95 recommendationsand all prior-round BRAC actionsin the
economic areaover the 1994-to-2001period could result in a maximum potential decrease
equal to 0.5 percent of employment in the economic aea. Environmental impact from this
action is minimal and ongoing restoration of Onizuka AS vl continue.
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Redirects: Changes To1991/1993 Commissions

GRIFFISS AFB, NEW YORK
485th Engineering Installation Group

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission regarding the
transfer of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG) from Griffiss AFB, New York, 10
Hill AFB, Utah, as folloas: Inactivate the 485th EIG. Transfer its engineering functions to
the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer its installation function o the 838th

Electronic Installation Squadron (EIS) at Kelly AFB, Texas, and to the 938th EIS, McClellan
AFB, California.

Justification: Reorganization of the installationand engineering functions will achieve
addrtacral personnel overhead savings by inactivating the 485th EIG and redistributing the
remaining activities to other units. The originally planned receiver site for the 485th EIG at
Hill AFB has proven to require costly renovation. This redirect avoids these additional,
unforeseen costs while providing a more efficient allocation of work

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $0.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periad is a savingsof $26.8 million. Annual recurring savingsafter implementationare $2.9
million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and
savings over 20 years is a savings of $53.6 million.

Impact: Sincethis action affects unexecuted relocations resulting fmm prior BRAC
recommendations, it causes no net change in employmentin the Salt Lake City-Ogden, Utah,
Metropolitan Statistical Area, However, the anticipated 0.2 percent increase in the
employmentbase in thiseconomic area will not occur. There will be no environmental impact
Fmmthis action at Hll Air Force Bas2, and minimal environmentalimpact at Kelly AFB,
Tinker AFB, and McClellan AFB,
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GRIFFISS AFB, NEW YORK
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission regarding support
of the loth Infantry (Light) Division, Fort Drum,New York, at Griffiss AFB, as folloas:
Close the minimum essential airfield to be maintained by a contractor at Griffiss AFB and
provide the mobility/contingency/training support to the loth Infantry (Light) Division fran
the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment from the minimum essential airfield at
Criffiss AFB will transfer to Fart Drum.

Justification: Operation of the minimumessential airfield to support Fort Drum operations
after the closure of Griffiss AFB has proven to far exceed earlier cost estimates. Significant
recurting operations and maintenance savingscan be achieved by moving the
mobility/contingency/training support for the loth Infantry (Light) Division to Fart Drum and
closing the minimum essential airfield operation at Griffiss. This redirect will permit the Ar
Force to meet the mobility/contingency/training support requirements of the loth Infantry
(Light) Division at a reduced cost o the Air Force. Having airfield support at its home
location will improve loth Infantry (Light) Division’s response capabilities, and will avoid the
necessity of traveling significant distances, sometimes during winter weather, to its mobility
support location. Supportat Ft Drum can be accomplished by improvement of the existing Ft
Drum airfield and facilities

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $51.3 million. The net of dl costsand savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $12.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation axe $12.7
million with a return on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs
and savingsover 20 years is a savings of $110.8million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 216 jobs (150directjobs and 66 indirectjobs) over the 1996 to 2001
period in the Utica-Rome, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is O percent of
economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95
recommendationsand all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994 to
2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to 6.2percent of the
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact villl be minimal; ongoing
restoration will continue.
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HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA
301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES)

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission regarding
Homestead AFB as follows: Redirect the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES )with its associated
aircraft to relocate to Patrick AFB, Florida.

Justification: The 301st Rescue Squadron (RQS)is temporarily located at Patrick AFB,
pending reconstruction of its facilities at Homestead AFB which were destroyed by Hurricane
Andrew. As part of the initiative to have Reserve forces assume a greater role in DoD
peacetime missions, the 301st RQS has assumed primary responsibility for Space Shuttle
support and range clearing operations at Patrick AFB. This reduces mission load on the
active duty force structure. Although the 301st RQS could perform thisduty from the
Homestead Air Reserve Station, doing o would require expensive temporary duty
arrangements, extensive scheduling difficulties, and the dislocation of the unit’s mission from
its beddown site. The redirect will enable the Air Force to perform this mission more
efficiently and at less cost, with less disruption to the unit and mission.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $4.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periad is a savings of $1.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $1.5
million with a retum on investment expected in fouryears. The net present value of the asts
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $15.4 million.

Impact: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maxamum
potential reduction of 341 jobs (214 directjobs and 127 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001
period in the Miami, Florida Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.0 percent of
economic area employment. Review of demographic data projects no negative impact on
recruiting. There willl be minimal environmental impact from this action at Homestead ar
Patrick Air Force Bases.
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LOWRY AIR FORCE BASE, COLORADO

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commissionregarding the
cantonment of the 1001st Space Support Squadronat the Lowry Support Center as follows:
Inactivate the 1001st Space Systems Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, Space
Systems SupportGroup (SSSG). Some Detachment 1 personnel and equipmentwill relocate
to Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Space Systems Support Group while the remainder of
the positions will be eliminated.

Justification: The 1991 Commissionrecommended that the 1001st Space Systems
Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, SSSG, be retained in acantonment area at the
Lowry SupportCenter. Alr Force Materiel Command is consolidating space and warning
systems software support at the SSSG at Peterson AFB. The inactivation of Detachment 1,
SSSG, and movement ofits functions will further consolidate softwaresupport et Peterson
AFB, and result in the elimination of some personnel positions and cost savings.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is$ 17 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savingsof $10.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $3.0
million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $39.0 million.

Impact: Assuming noeconomicrecovery, this recommendation could result in a potential
reduction of 135 jabs (89 direct jobs and 46 indirectjobs ) over the 1996to 2001 in the
Denver, ColoradoPrimary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.0 percent of economic
area’s employment. The cumulative economic impact of dl BRAC 95 recommendationsand
all prior-round BRAC actionsin the Denver, Colorado Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area
in the 1994 to 2001 period could resultin a potential decrease equal 1 0.8 percent of
employmentin the economic ma- Environmentalimpact from this action is minimaland
ongoing restoration of Lowry AFB will continue.
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HOMESTEADAIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA
726th Air Control Squadron

Recommendation: Change the recommendation ofthe 1993Commissionregarding the
relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homestead AFB to Shaw AFB,
South Carolina, as follows: Rediract the 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Justification: The 726th ACS was permanently assigned to Homestead AFB. In the
aftermath of Hurricane Andrew, the 726th ACS was temporarily moved © Shaw AFB, as the
first available site forthat unit. In March 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended the
closure of Homestead AFB and the permanent beddown of the 726th ACS at Shaw AFB.
Since the 1993 Commission agreed with that recommendation, experience has shown that
Shaw AFB does not provide adequate radar coverage of training airspace needed 1 support
the training mission and sustained combat readiness.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $7.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
periodis a savings of $2.3 million. Annual recurring savingsafter implementationare $0.23
million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and
savings over 20 years is a savings of $4.6 million.

Impact: Thisaction affects temporary relocations resulting firan prior BRAC
recommendations. Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in
apotential reduction of 163jobs (126 direct jobs and 37 indirectjobs) over the 1996to
2001 periodin the Sumter, South Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area which is 0.3
percent of the economic area's employment. Environmentalimpact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration will continue.
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MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA

Recommendation: Change the recommendationsof the 1991 and 1993 commiissions
regarding the closure and transfer of the MacDill AFB airfield to the Department of
Commerce (DoC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill airfield as part of MacDill
AFB. The AIr Force will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DoC
will remain as a tenant.

Justification: Since the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of tte Joint Chiefs of Staff have validated airfield requirements of the two Unrfied
Commands & MacDill AFB and the Al Force has the responsibility to support those
requirements. Studies indicate that Tampa International Airport cannot support the Unified
Commands' airfield needs. These validated DoD requirementswill constitute approximately
95 percent of the planned airfield operationsand associated costs. Given the requirement to
support the vast majority of airfield operationst is more efficient for the Air Force to goerate
the airfield from the existing active duty supportbase. Additional cost savingswill be
achieved when tte KC-135aircraft and associated personnel are relocated from Malmstrom
AFB in an associated action.

Return on Investment: The cost and savingsdata associated with this redirect are reflected
in the Malmstrom AFB realignmentrecommendation. There will be no costs to implement
this action, even if the Malmstrom AFB action does not occur, compared to Air Force support
of a DoC-owned airfield.

Impact: There is no economic a environmental impact associated with this action.
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WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE, ARIZONA

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding the
relocation of Williams AFB’s Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Tralnig Research Facility to
Orlando, Florida, as follows:  The Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility
at Mesa, Arizona, will remain at its present location as a stand-alone activity.

Justification: The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommended
that the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility located at Williams AFB,
Arizona, be relocated to Orlando, Florida. Thisrecommendation, was based on assumptions
regarding Navy training activities and the availability of facilities. Subsequent ©that
Commission’s report, it was discovered that the facilitieswere not available at the estimated
cost. In addition, Navy actionsin the 1993 BRAC reduced the pilot resources necessary for
this facility’s work.

In light of these changes, the Air Force recommends the activity remain at its current
location. First, itis largely a civilian operation that is well-suited toremain in a stand-alone
configuration. It has operated in that capacity since the closure of the rest of Williams AFB in
September 1993. Second, its proximity to Luke AFB provides a ready source of fighter
aircraft pilots who can support the research activitiesas consultantsand subjects. Third, the
present facilities are consolidated ad well-suited to the research activities, including a large
secure facility. Finally, the activities are consistent with the community’s plans for
redevelopment of the Williams AFB property, including a university and research park.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is zero. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is
a savings of $18.4 million. Annual recurring savingsafter implementationare $0.3 million
with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savingsover
20 years is a savingsof $210 million.

Impact: Since this action affects unexecuted relocations resulting from prior BRAC
recommendations, it causes no net change in employmentin the Orange, Osceola, and
Seminole, Florida countieseconomicarea. As aresultof Armstrong Laboratory being
retained at Mesa, Arizona, this action results in the retention of 89jobs (38 directjobs and 51
indirect jaos)over the 1996-to-2001period in the Phoenix-Mesa, Arizona Metropolitan
Statistical Area and representsa 0.0 percent gain in the employment base.
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Disposition of Units/Aircraft

Specific Actions/Implementation Plan

Disposition Of Units/Aircraft*
Californi

Edwards Air Force Base

Inbound
AIr Force Electronic V'érE&xe Evaluation Simulator activity From Fort orth, Texas
Real-TimeDigitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity/equipment wuusssssss From Buffalo, NY
Some AFMC Test and Evaluation worklo FromHill AFB, Utgh
March Air Resene Base

Inbound
148th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) .......ccceueesen. From Ontario APAGS, California
210th WeatherFlight (ANG) From Ontario IAP AGS, California
McClellan Air Force Base

Inbound
129th Rescue Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) .. From Moffett Federal Airfield AGS. California
162nd Combat Communications Group (ANG) ..euesseseseseas Fram North Highlands AGS, California

149th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG)........... Fran North Highlands AGS, California

Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station

Outbound
129th Rescue Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) To Mcclellan AFB, California
North Highlands Air Guard Station

Outbound
162nd Combat CommunicationsGroup (ANG) wecmssssssssesssssssssees ToMcClellan AFB, California
149th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) s To Mcclellan AFB, California

* Depot dispositionsnot included
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California(cont

Outbound

Onizuka Air Station

750th Space Group eesssssessesss

Space tracking functions

.................................... Inactivate
To Falcon AFB, Colorado

Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center

Remain
Tenant organizations ...

To Falcon AFB, Colorado

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station
Outbound

148th Combat Communications SQUadron (ANG) wuueecsssss:

In place

............. To March ARB, California

210th Weather Flight (ANG)

Colorado
Falcon Air’Force Base

Inbound
Space tracking functions

To March ARB, California

From Onizuka AS, California

Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center s

Peterson Air Force Base

........ From Onizuka AS, California

Inbound
C-130Hs (AFR) From Greater PittsburghIAP ARS, Pennsylvania
Florida
Eglin Air Force Base
Outbound

Electromagnetic Test Environment activity............cooeue. e

Inbound

AIr Force Operational Test and Evaluation CeNter

Some AFMC Test and Evaluation workload

....................... To Nellis AFB, Nevada

From Kirtland AFB, New Mexico
From Hill AFB, Uteh

MacDill Air Force Base
. Inbound

43rd Air Refueling Grouplassigned QirCraft s

Tyndall Air Force Base
Inbound
Alir Force Center for Environmental Excellence

From Malmstrom AFB, Montana

From Brooks AFB, Texas

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Georgia
Dobbins Air Reserve Base
Inbound
C-130Hs (AFR) From Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS , Pennsylvania
Massachusettes
Hanscom Air Force Base
Inbound
Laboratory activities From Rome Laboratory, New York
Montana
Malmstran Air Force Base
Outbound
43rd Air Refueling Group/assigned airCraft .o.osssesssssesn. s 10 MacDill AFB | Florida
Inbound
Minuteman OI missiles From Grand Forks AFB , North Dakota
Remain
341st Missile Wing/assigned aircraft/missiles In place
) Nevada
Nellis Air Force Base
Inbound
Electromagnetic Test ENVIrONMEeNt CtiVi .....cueureeecurmrereecemseeeeeemreeeeeannns From Eglin AFB, Florida
DNA (high explosivetesting) From Kirtland AFB, New Mexico
New Jersey
Fort Monmouth
Inbound
Laboratory activities From Rome Laboratory, New York
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New Mexico

Holloman Air Force Base
Inbound

58th Special Operations Wing/assigned aircTaft s

Kirtland Air Force Base

3r7th Air Base Wing

Outbound

62

From Kirtland AFB, New Mexico

Inactivate

58th Special Operations Wing/assigned aircraft.........cooovvense
AIr Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center......c.o.cvu..

AIr Force Office of Security Police

...... To Holloman AFB, New Mexico
...................... To Eglin AFB, Horich

ToLackland AFB, Texas

Air Force Inspection Agency
AIr Force Safety Agency

.To Kelly AFB, Texas
ToKelly AFB,Texas

DNA’S Field COMMAN ....ccoruerenirreneerirreeoriareessreresssessanseces

DNA’s high explosive testing

........................ To Kelly AFB, Texas

ToNellis AFB, Nevada

Phillips Laboratory ,...uueiiiemirereneisnonssnessess i
8Bth Munitions SQUAAION .........ccvvvreeririiiicie s

................................... In cantonment
................................... In cantonment

DNA Radiation Simulatoroperations/personnel In place
150th Fighter Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) ....In place
604th Engineering Squadron (AFR) In place
Detachment 2, 12th Contingency HOspital (AFR)......c.cvcvorvenricmmiimsississssisinin, In place
New York
Buffalo
Outbound
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor activity Close
Required REDCAP test activities and support qUipmMent ..usesesessses To Edwards AFB, California

Rome Laboratory

Outbound
Rome Laboratory activities

Roslyn Air Guard Station
Outbound

213th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG )umsmssmssss
274th Combat Communications Group (ANG) s

722nd Aeromedical Staging Squadron (AFR)

To Hanscom AFB, MA and Fort Monmouth, NJ

To Stewart IAP AGS, New York
To StewartIAP AGS, New York
Remainin Local Area
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NQW 6] IS (cont)

Stewart International Airport Air Guard Station

Inbound
213th ElectronicInstallation Group (ANG) From Roslyn AGS
274th Combat Communications Group (ANG) From Roslyn AGS

North Dakota
Grand Forks Air Force Base
outbound

321st Missile Group Inactivate
Minuteman II missiles To Malmstrom AFB, Montana ar retire

Remain
319th Air Refueling Wing/assigned aircraft.. h place

Ohio

Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Guard Station

Outbound
178thFighter Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) wumsmssesmsssssseseeesss To Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio
251st Combat Communications Group (ANG) wesssssssssesssees To Wright-Patterson AFB, Chio
269th Combat Communications SqQUadron (ANG) e To Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base
Inbound
Human Systems Center Fram Brooks AFB, Texas
Armstrong Laboratory From Brooks AFB, Texas

178thFighter Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) .euessess From Springfield-BeckleyAirport AGS, Chio
251st Combat Communications Group (ANG) ... From Springfield-Beckley Airport AGS, Ohio
269th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) ...From Springfield-Beckley Airport AGS, Chio

Pennsvlvania
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station
Outbound
91 Ith Airlift Wing (AFR) ..ot s Inactivate
C-130Hs (AFR) To Dobbins ARB, Georgia and Peterson AFB, Colorado
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Texas

Bergstrom Air Resene Base

Outbound
924th Fighter Wing (AFR) Inactivate
F-16s5 (AFR) To be redistributed/retired
Headquarters loth Air Force (AFR). To NAS Fort Wrth, Texas
Brooks Air Force Base

outbound

Human Systems Center

Armstrong Laboratory

68th Intelligence Squadron

To Wright-Patterson AFB , Chio
To Wright-Patterson AFB, Chio
ToKelly AFB, Texas

A Force Center for Environmental Excellence

To Tyndall AFB, Florida

AIr Force Medical Support Agency

To Fort Demck, Maryland

710th Intelligence Flight (AFR) To Medina Annex, Lackland AFB, Texas
Hyperbaric chamber/personnel ToLackland AFB, Texas
Kelly Air Force Base

Inbound
DNA'S Field Command ....msssssssmsssssssssssssssss ccmmmmmmcmmmmee Hontlad AFB, New Mexico
68th Intelligence Squadron From Brooks AFB, Texas
AIr Force INSPection AGENCY .......vevvevsirrismissmsensmsissssins oo From Kirtland AFB, New Mexico
Air Force Safety Agency From Kirtland AFB , New Mexico
Lackland Air Force Base

Inbound
Air Force OFfice of Security Police ... From Kirtland AFB, New Mexico
710th Intelligence Flight (AFR) Medina Annex From Brooks AFB, Texas
Hyperbaric chambet/personnel From Brooks AFB, Texas
Fort Worth

Outbound

Air Force Electronic Virfaxe Evaluation Simulator activity ...

Naval Air Station Fort Worth

........... ToEdwards AFB, California

Inbound
Headquarters 10th Air Force (AFR): From Bergstram Air Reserve Base
Reese Air Force Base
Outbound
G4t Flying Training WETD cecessessesssesssssmsssassessmssssssesssssssssasssssssssassassssssassassssssassassassssssass Inactivate
ASSIGNEA AIrCTALT massessesssssssssssssesseses To other Air Force undergraduate flying training bases/retire
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_ Utah
Hill Air Force Base
outbound
AFMC’s permanent test activitiesat Uteh Test and Training Range (UTTR) .ccocsenseas Disestablish
Some AFMC Test and Evaluationworkloal To EdwardsAFB, CA and Ejlin AFB, FL
Remain
UTTR management transfer fron AFMC ©© ACC In place

Specific Actions/Impelementation Plan
Changes To 1991 Commission Recommendation

Arizong
Williams Air Force Base
Remain
Aircrew Training Research Facility (Armstrong Lab) ......cooovvvvcnnconiinmmnsinsiii, In place
Colorado
Peterson Air Force Base
Inbound

Personnel/equipment from Det 1, Space Systems SupportGroup.. ....From Lowry AFB,Colorado

Lowry Air Force Base
Outbound
Det 1, Space Systems Support Group Inactivate
Personnel/equipment To Peterson AFB, Colorado
Florida
Orlando
Cancellation
Aircrew Training Research Faality Realign from Williams AFB, Arizona

Specific Actions/Implementation Plan
Changes To 1993 Commission Recommendation

California
McClellan Air Force Base
Inbound
Electronic installation functions From Griffiss AFB, New York
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Florida

Homestead Air Force Base
Outbound

301st Rescue Squadron/assigned aircraft (AFR) ...... Permanently relocate © Patrick AFB, Florida
726th Air Control Squadron Permanently relocate © Mt Home AFB, Idaho
MacDill Air Force Base

Remain
Runway Control remains Wit Air Force
Patrick Air Force Base

Inbound

301st Rescue Squadron/assigned aircraft (AFR)........Permanently remain at Patrick AFB, Florica

Idaho
Mt Home Air Force Base
Inbound
726th Air Control Squadron Fram Homestead AFB, Florida
New York
Fort Drum
Inbound

loth Infantry (Light) Division mobility/contingency/training SUPPOTt.. uusse From Griffiss AFB, NY

Griffiss Air Force Base
Outbound

485th Engineering Installation Group Inactivate
Engineering functions To Trka AFB, Oklahoma
Installation functions ToKelly AFB, Texas and McClellan AFB, California
loth Infantry (Light) Division mobility/contingency/training support.. ... To Fort Drum, New York

Remain
Northeast Air Defense SECIOr (ANG)......ccocvimiiiiiiiiiisi i In place

lahom

Tinker Air Force Base

Inbound
Electronic engineering functions From Griffiss AFB, New York
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Some Electronic installation functions

Hill Air Force Base

485th Engineering Installation Group
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Texas

Inbound

67

From Griffiss AFB ,New York

Utah
Cancellation

UNCLASSIFIED

Realign from Griffiss AFB , New York



UNCLASSIFIED

Chapter 6

Budget Impacts

Base Closure Cash Flov

(CONSTANT YEAR 96 $M)
FY9%6 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00 FYO0l TOTAL

TOTALS
Costs 185 301 280 141 77 62 1047
(Savings) 68 43 184 268 245 347 1160
Net Cost or (Savings) 118 254 96 (127) (169 (284) (113)
Cumulative Net (Savings) 118 371 467 340 172 (113) (113)
Steady State Savings ($363M) by FY02 reflect:
Caretaker costs prior to disposal Notes:
CHAMPUS net savings due to redistribution of medical personnel Includes $70M for capitalization of Base Closure Account

RPMA & BOS associated with movement from closing to gaining base  Does not include funding for environmnetal cleanup
Costs reflect one-time costs only
Savings reflect the net of recurring costs and savings

68
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LLA
LLAL
1.1.A.1.a
L1.A.1.a.l

I.1.A.La.2

IL1.A.1.a.3

)

| UNCLASSIFIED |

INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Mission Effectiveness

Flying Operations
OperationsEvaluation

Fighter - Operational Effectiveness
Fighter - Geographic Location

Alternate Airfield

(Fighter Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Alternate airfield (Fighter Mission)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.B.4

Green <=100NM

. Yellow > 100NM and <= 200 NM

Red >200NM

Divert Airfield

(Fighter Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Divert airfield (if single rwy)
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.B.4,1.2.B.7

Green  Dual runway or divert airfield <= 50 NM

Yellow > 50NM and <= 75NM

Red > 75 NM

Ceilingand Visibility

(Fighter Mission) - Weather impact on mission at base - Ceiling & Visibility
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.J.1.b, 12.J1e

Green At orabove300/1 >= 90% and at or above 3000/5 >= 75%

Yellow At orabove 300/1 >= 75%and at or above 3000/5 >= 50% (and not green)

Red Anything else

UNCLASSIFIED ]
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I1.A.1.a4

L1.A.L.a$

L.1.A.1.a.6

I.1.A.1.a.7

l.LILAlLb

| UNCLASSIFIED |

INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Freezing Precipitation

(Fighter Mission) - Weather impact on mission at base - Mean number of days freezing precipitation
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2J.3

Green <= 10days

Yellow > 10days and <= 20 days

Red > 20 days

Crosswind Component

(Fighter Mission) - Weather impact on mission at base - Crosswind component to primary runway
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.J.2.a,1.2.J.2.b, 1.2.A.1

Green At or below 15 kts >= 90% and at or below 25 kts >= 75%; or base has crosswind runway

Yellow  Atorbelow 15KS >= 75% and at or below 25 kts >= 50% (and not green)

Red Anything else

AIr Traffic Control Delays

(Fighter Mission) - Air Traffic Delay for Takeoff (Percentage of total sorties delayed/cancelled due to ATC delays)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.A.6.a

Green <=.5%

Yellow > .5% and <= 1%

Red > 1%

Number of Runways

(Fighter Mission) - Number of available runways adequate to support a fighter mission
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.B.11, 1.2.B.4, 1.2.B.7

Green Dual runway; or single runway with emergency landing airfield <= 50 NM

Yellow  Single runway with emergency landing airfield > 50 NM and <= 75 NM

Red Emergency landing airfield > 75 NM

Fighter - Training Areas

Appendix 1
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L1.A.1.b.2

I.1.A.1.b.3

I.1.A.1.b4

) )
l UNCLASSIFIED |
INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Supersonic Air Combat MOAs
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAS) - Supersonic Air
Combat Training (ACBT) MOAs & Warning/Restricted areas
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C. 1
Green  <=100NM
Yellow > 100 NM and <= 150NM
Red > 150 NM

Other Air Combat MOAs
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAS) - Other ACBT
MOAs and warning/restricted areas
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.2
Green  <=50NM
Yellow >50NM and <= 100NM
Red > 100 NM

Low Altitude MOAs
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAs) - Low alt MOAs
for Surface Attack Tactics (SAT) & low alt intercept training
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.3
Green <=75NM
Yellow >75NM and <= 125NM
Red > 125 NM

Scorable Range Complexes
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOASs) - Number of
scorable range complexes/target arrays (including tactical targets/conventional/strafe)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.4
Green  >= 1within 100 NM and >= 4 within 250 NM
Yellow < 1within 100 NM and »= 4 within 250 NM
Red < 4 within 250 NM

Appendix 1 3
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L1.A.1b.6

I.1.A.1.b.7

ILILA.l.b.8

| UNCLASSIFIED l

INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Electronic Combat Ranges
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAS) - Electronic
Combat (EC) range within 150NM
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.5
Green Yes, has range within 150 NM
Red No, none within 150NM

Ground Forces/Tactical Aircraft Employment
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRS), Military Operating Area (MOAS) - Ground forces
w/in impact areas capable of tactical aircraft employment
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.C. 14
Green  <=100 NM
Yellow > 100NM and <= 150NM
Red > 150 NM

Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation Ranges
(Fighter Mission) - Trainingareas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAs) - Air Combat
Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.6
Green  <=100NM
Yellow > 100 NM and <= 150NM
Red > 150NM

Full Scale Wegoos Drop Ranges
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAS) - Full-scale
weapons delivery availability
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.7
Green <= 150 NM
Yellow > 150NM and <= 200 NM
Red > 200 NM

Appendix 1 4
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I.1.A.1.b.9

1.1.Alc

L1.A.1d

I1.1.A2
I.1.A.2.a

) )
| UNCLASSIFIED _

INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VR/IR)
(Fighter Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAs) - Number of
Visual Routes (VR ) Instrument Routes (IR)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.8
Green  >= 10within 100NM
Yellow < 10and>= 3within 100 NM
Red < 3within 100NM

Airspace/Training Area Growth Potential

(Fighter Mission) - Potential for Airspace/Training area growth
Green  Airspace available for future expansion

Yellow  Status Quo

Red Reductions possible

Composite/Integrated Force Training
(Fighter Mission) - Composite/Integrated force training airspace

Green Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 150NM from installation for large force
employmentexercises. Little or no operational adjustment anticipated to accomplish these exercises. Additionally,
interservice or adversary installation is within 250NM.

Yellow  Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 200NM from installation for large force
employmentexercises, or adequate airspace exists within 1S0NM to 200NM for smaller exercises (less than 20
aircraft). Some operational adjustment anticipated to accomplishthese excercises. Additionally, interservice or
advesary installation is between 251 to 400NM,

Red Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 200NM from installation for large force
employment exercises (greater than 20 aircraft). Major operational adjustmentsrequired to accomplish these
exercises. No interservice or adversary installation available within 400NM.

Bomber - Operational Effectiveness

Bomber - Geographic Location

Appendix 1 5
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I.1.A2.a1

L.1.A.2.a.2

L1.A2,a3

L1A2.a4

l UNCLASSIFIED |

INSTALLATION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Alternate Base

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Alternate base
Questionnaire Elements: 1,2,B.5

Green <= 350 NM

Yellow > 350NM and <= 500 NM

Red > 500NM

Ceiling and Visibility

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Ceiling & Visibility
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.J. 1.¢

Green  Atorabove 1500/3 >=75%

Yellow At orabove 1500/3 >= 50% (and not green)

Red Anything else

Freezing Precipitation
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Mean number of days of
freezing precipitation
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.J.3
Green <= 10days
Yellow > 10daysand <= 20 days
Red > 20 days

Crosswind Component
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Crosswind component to
primary runway
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.J.2.a, 1.2.J.2.b, I1.2.A.1
Green At or below 15kts >= 75%and at or below 25 kts >= 90%;or base has crosswind runway
Yellow  Atorbelow 15kts >= 50%and at or below 25 kts >= 75% (and not green)
Red Anything else
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Air Traffic Control Delays
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Air Traffic Delay for
Takeoff (Percentage of total sorties delayed/cancelled due to ATC delays
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.A.6.a
Green <=.5%
Yellow > .5%and<= 1%
Red > 1%

Number of Runways
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Number of available
runways adequate to supporta bomber mission
QuestionnaireElements; 1.2.B.11, .2.B.5, 1.2.B.8
Green Dual runway; or single runway with emergency landing airfield <= 150NM
Yellow  Single runway with emergency landingairfield > 150NM and <= 200 NM
Red Emergency landingairfield > 200 NM

Bomber - Training Areas

Low Altitude MOAs
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Training Routes (TRs), MOAs) available - Low Altitude A Tactics
training and Low Altitude MOA s for attack
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.3
Green  <=400NM
Yellow > 400 NM and <= 600 NM
Red > 600 NM
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L.1.A.2.b.2  Scorable Range Distare

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Training Routes (TRs), MOAS) available - Distance to Scorable
Bombing Range
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.4
Green  <=400 NM
Yellow > 400 NM and <= 800 NM
Red > 800 NM

I.1.A.2.b.3  Tactical Training Range Complex (TTRC) Distance
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Training Routes (TRs), MOAS) available - Distance to the Tactical
Training Range Complex
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.9
Green  <=600 NM
Yellow >600NM and <= 1200NM
Red > 1200NM

ILILA2.b.4  Electronic Combat Range Distance
(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, TrainingRoute (TRs), MOAs) availabl - EC Range within
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.5
Green  <=400 NM
Yellow > 400 NM and <= 800 NM
Red > 800NM

I.1.A.2.b.5  Full Scale Weapons Drop Range Availability

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Training Routes (TRs), MOASs) available - Full Scale Weapons Delivery
availability
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.7
Green <=600 NM
Yellow > 600 NM and <= 1200NM
Red > 1200 NM
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Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VR/IR)

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Training areas (Ranges, Training Routes (TRs), MOAs) available - Number of VR/IR routes
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.C.8

Green  >=5within 400 NM

Yellow <5 within 400 NM and >= 3within 600 NM

Red < 3 within 600 NM

Airspace/Training Area Growth Potential

(Long Range Bomber Mission) - Potential for Airspace/Training area growth
Green  Airspace available for future expansion

Yellow  Status Quo

Red Reductions possible

Tanker - Operational Effectiveness

Alternate Airfield

(Tanker Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Alternate airfield
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.B.5

Green <=180NM

Yellow > 180NM and <= 360 NM

Red > 360 NM

Ceiling and Visibility

(Tanker Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Ceiling & Visibility
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.J.1.b, 1.2.J.1.c

Green  Atorabove 300/1 >= 90%and at or above 1500/3 >= 75%

Yellow  Atorabove 300/1 >= 75% and at or above 1500/3 >= 50% (and not green)

Red Anything else
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I.LA3.c Freezing Precipitation
(Tanker Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Mean number of days of freezing
precipitation
QuestionnaireElements: 1.2.J.3
Green <= 10days
Yellow > 10daysand <= 20 days
Red > 20 days

I1.A.3d Crosswind Component
(Tanker Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Weather impact on mission - Crosswind component to primary runway
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.J.2.a,1.2.J.2.b, I1.2.A.1
Green At or below 15kts >= 75%and at or below 25 kts >= 90%; or base has crosswind runway
Yellow  Atorbelow 15kts >= 50%and at or below 25 kts >= 75% (and not green)

Red Anything else

L1.A3.e Air Traffic Control Delays
(Tanker Mission) - Geographic location supports mission - Air Traffic Control (ATC) Delay (Percentage of total sorties
delayed/cancelled due to ATC delays)
Questionnaire Elements: 1.2.A.6.a
Green <=